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‘ THE CHANGING CONTEXT OF
INTERPERSONAL COMMUNICATION IN POLITICAL CAHPAIGNS

-y !

The varying roles and influences of interpersonal and mass communication
processes in political campaigns have come under increased scrutiny in recent

years, in part a-result of the realization that comnunication channels now

have a heightenediimpbrt in voter decision making. Along with this has been

a subggantial range of research challénging previously dominant "limited

effects" models of mass media influence -on voting. However, it,is quite suprising
to find so few empirical atéem_ s at re-—evaluating a cornerstone .element of

those models, the two-siep flow hypothesis.

The lack of research does not reflect want of coneern., fhe literature is
, ‘ ~
rife with critiques of both the concepFual and methodological bases of the
hypothesis, which essentially proposes that ide;s presented in mass media do
noé reach (or influepce) the public at large in equal numbers, but are }ikelier
to flow first to "opipion 1€éders," who "in.turn pass'them on to "less active"
.,citizens, or "opinion followe;s." Leaders afe as;umed to be identifiable by
‘ w
their greater media usage, greater knowledge of their particulaf equrtise
d areas, and informal ﬁersonai access to their followers.”/Thus, opinion leaders
éerve in a éense as gatekeepers, presumably mitigating through personal

discussions whatever direct influences media content may have on the public.

The propositions are most comprehensively presented in Katz and Lazarsfeld's

Personal Influence (1955), but their implications for the role  of mass media in
public opinion processes were -established several years earlier in the landmark

4 - ) : . .
election study summaries, The People's Choice (Lazarsfeld, Berelscn and Gaudet,

1948) and Vdfing (Berelson, Lazarsfeld and McPhee, 1954). These works by the
v
Columbia University group directed by Lazarsfeld relied upon the two-step flow

hyé!!hesis to help explain their apparent lack of data supporting direct media\

-




Jiqflucnces on voter dccision making. What emorged was a dominant view of
social influence processas in ‘those times ;i‘ based heavily upon
strong, stable primary gfoup relationships, with‘mass @edia acting as'a
relatively ineffectual agent functioning to reinfoFce existing beliefs,

attitudes and behaviors, including political ones. This contrasted considerably
[ .-
- N
. . .y . ' | oo . .
with a previous behavxoglst—based argument that'.media were fairly effective

! o o '
in propagandizing an "atomized" population ©f psychologically isolated individuals.

The two-stcp flow was attractive in its simplicity and in its implicit posture

[ "

,that human relationshiﬁs remained the backbone of social and, political organization.
N . . % v '

'

It may have particularly fit an era of high social and political stability and,

by today's terms, a structurally limited and diversified mass media system.’ :
, .

\
i

That severalBcrucialvcomponentﬁ/Bf the general hypothesis remained empirically

untested seemed less a press}ﬁé matter than simply bothersome.
. / .
Katz (1957) detailed some of these ﬂitations, and subscquent authors

have critized uot only the methodologica. erplnnlngs of the early research
(Rogers,-1962, 1973; Troldahl and Van Dam, 1966; hrlght and Cantor, 1967;

Weiss, 1970; Chaffee, 1972; Sheingold, 1973; Lin, 1973; Robinson, 1976,, but
Y
the approprlateness of "its undgrlylng assumptlons in contemporarw times
\
(Sheingold, 1973; Lin, 1973; Rogers, 1973; 0 Keefe, 1975, Roblnso?, 1976).

However, the only recent comprehensive data-based reconsideration of the ‘model

~
in a pOllthal setting is that of Roblnson (1976) He suggests significant

- ( i

E ) |

revision of the ariginal prop051t10n in the sense of accounting for interdctions

.

among media, opinion givers and opinion receivers separately fromiwhateVer
. . . \ [

impact medip may have upon inactive. or nondlscussant members of the publlc.

. s \

N

zfe present report provides evidence pertlnent to Roblnson s proposal and’ é‘
AN . .

to several other key issues presently confrontlng political applicatioﬁs of /

the two—stcp‘flpw hybothesis. These inclyﬁé the following: L
: ‘ | N . . '

| - R .
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{

if so,in what manuner? The

p01nt is partlcularly at 1ssue given the increased amount of polltlcal 1nfer—

Are

oplnion

leaders a

to mcdia content a

k]

ctually more media-oriented than other pe#sons, and

T

revious research has dealt almost exclusively with

L4 : .
he dependentfvariable with mixed results. The

A
'\

mation available in medig, pafklcularlyrtelev151on, in recent years, and the

f ‘ :
Presumably decreasing ability oﬂ\even'the most disinterested citizens to

»

avoid at least cursory contact wiL politics in the media. Robinson found

. . o R
only marginal dlfferences between oﬁgnlon leaders and other audience members
b

" for polltlcally relevant television eﬁbosure, but increased leader exposure

for-¥$

N\ ‘ 4

wspapers and particularly magazineg. What remains to be investligated

\

is whether differences exist between leaaéaé_and othdrs in some of the more

.\\

qualitative components of.media orientationx\quch ‘as relative dependence upon

»

\\

various media for political- purposes, "usage oh medla for actual vote dec151on

making, and relatlve importance of each medlum QS a. source of polltlcal

information and 1nf1uence.

13

2.

% B .

v . ..‘I Co- .
\\ S , .

WhaL is the nature of conmmnlcatlon betwegﬂ op1 ion leaders, and to.

what extent does it work agglnst the '"downward flow\Qof cdmmunication to

.

followers? Do opinion leaders simply use medla conts\t for self- satlsfactlon

Y

and to serve as grlat for conversation with others asT&nformed as themselves?

Findings going back to People's Choice show that most o nlon ivers also seek
s 8 g g

and receive opinions and advice from ‘other persons.. Robln on also found

2

. ~

{

\'\

inion ive}s less likely to be influenced 'by discussions \With othgrs, whxle
Oﬁﬁi g ¥ b K

persons receiving opinions from others perceived as more pol§£1ca11y attentive
\ . 4

}
-

than thqpselves were 11ke11er to have their vote decisiohs iu}ﬁueneed.
. ﬂ

n'-

Presumably, a clearer cenceptualization of opinion leadership would result from

dlst)n?u1sh1ng betue

those %ho brth give

en those

‘I; :
"leaders"” who' primarily give advicé'to others and

and rcceive advice., Troldahl and Vaa Uaﬁ (1%&6) have

N
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labeled the latter communicants as "opinion sharers."” Patterson (1980) reports
\

% ' ' . . . . ;
that the most regular discussiants of the 1976 presidential campalgn weve A

persons who also followed the news media closely, and similar inferences

can be drawn from Andersen anﬂ Garrison (1978). To the extent that [

. v R . t R
opinion leaders themselves may be influenced by ‘the media, those not secking
Lo ' ;
i

advice from other. persons would seem at least potentially more apen to media®

effects. There is also evidence that early-deciding voters discuss the campaign
. :

e " . N * ( .
moreejo'ﬁeefe and Mendelsohn, 19765 Lucas and Adams, 1978; Chaffee and Choe, 1980),

and that -they are likclier to be counted as opinion leaders (Andersen and
Garrison, 1978). Mor ", increased disussion during the cawpaign has been found
to lead to increased ncwspaper readership (Tan, "1980).

" 3. What useful distinctions can be made between "information' and

/

"influence" in order to discover more precisely just what is flowing between

the elemchts of the model? It is generally thought that opinion leaders are
o . ool

likely receiving something more akin to information directly from the media,
and coloring that information with more evaluative components in presenting
it to tgeir followers, upon, whom.some form of influence will presumably be

wielded. Adequately defining the two térms has been beyond the scope of

y .-

previous work and is likewise so here, but steps can be taken in that direction’

by querying the actors as to whether they perceive themselves as being informed

e N . 5 ’ '
or influenced by various -sources in differing situations.

> —~ :

. £
4. What distinctions can_bgsﬁade between opinion fcllowers (or seelers) ,

and those citizens essentially inactive in interpersonal political
. N - * ‘,"l
communication processes? Robinson suggests: that mass media may in some

instances have more effect on these inactives, and 'has offercd a revised flow

hypothesis accounting for that.

5. More generally, what other aspects of the interpersonal communication
situation have bearing on the opinion exchange process? Variables of interest

U : : - . . - .2
here inciude frequency of political discussion overall; gretifications sought

B ‘ . E;
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!
v . ! . A .
from such discussions; dependence on personal sources relative to media sources;
N 4

uselfulness of discussions in vote decision making; apgrecment hetween discussion

partners; and interpersonal information, as opposed to opinion, secking and

-

giving. Presumably, differences related to opinion 1;7Morship categorics way
occur within cach of the above tactors, and isolating these differences will

provide a more interpersonally oriented perspective ron the nature of opinion
!

flow.

Overall, the present rescarch attenlpts to examine the flow of social

intluence in contemporary times by suggesting an éxpansiow of the typologies
of persons involved in that flow, and by reconsidering the role of mass media

in light of the issues noted above. Specific typologies derived here
R LY ;

. £y
include: (1) "nondiscussants," who appear activaly invelved in ‘neithery

opinion giving nor receiving and indeed have miniwmal levels of political

f
[y

@{stuésion; (2) opinion scekers, or those asking adJice of others but not

giving it (35 opinion givers, whose advice may be séughs by %Lhers viithout

reciprocation; aud (4) opinion shgrers;»who H;th ;eek and giv;vadvice. .
f f v

Conceptually and operapionélly; the latter two typeé can be classed as

~ - .

"opinion” leaders" in the sense of the previous research. However, differences

, v o : . .
were expected between the two groups at aleas€ in terms of nature and -import of

s

interpersonal discussion vis-a-vis their po}itical activity, and in the

impact of mass media on them. Wider. discrepancies were anticipated among
& ‘ - '
Athe combined leadership groups, the secker cohort, and the mondiscussants.
“ {

[ . .. - ) %

. > . ) / ’ l
, 2 ~
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METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS

The anatyses presented below were devived from ab larger studdy of
influcnces of the 1972 presidential election on voting behavior. Specific

data used here result from personal interviews conducted during July 1972

with 1,966 adults sclected into a multi-stagg. area prbabiliLy shmple
representative of  the population of Summit County, Ohio, iﬁ%ludinﬁ{thc city of
Akron. The divcrse'dcmogrgphic and -social characteristics of the sample site

dre not unlike those of the U.S. as a whole. Also presented are data from a

’

subset of 223 voters drawn from the July sample, who were interviewed following
' I3

the November election.

'

9

Opinion giving was ascertained by using a slight modification of the

Jopinion lcadership screening item used in the 1948 Elmira study. Respondents

cw

" were asked whether they were ¥'morc likely or less likely to be asked for their
[ MEDN

- f A
v PR

Yi!ws about political matters." Cﬁntrarywise, opinion seek&ég was measured by

® s

asking respondents vhether they were '"more likely or-less likefy to.aﬁk/other

people about their views about political matters.'" Those answering '"mord
]

-

likely" on the respective items were classified as either opinion givers or

i

opinion\Efekcrs. Opinion sharers answered “"more likely'" to both items,.and

-~

nondiscussants so responded to neither item. ) 7

. ’ N /‘;

Other aspects of @ntérpersonal campaign communication tapped wcre
. . L4

2 -

respondents' perceived frequency of politicdl discussion; theair dependende on
% % <q P » P ¢

interpefsonal comnunication sources in deciding for whom to vote; whether the
/ .

. o . . o L
function of (or gratification sought from) interpersonal polifical discussion

t

was primarily "to be sociable,” to learn others' views, or to express onc's

own views; whether relatives and/or friends disagreed with respondents'

presidential choices; whether their parents had discussed politics with them
B 3
during childhood; and how much freédom parents had giQen them in presenting

»
!

a. W\ﬁ rs

I p
. 8, )

el
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thetr own political views. MHorcover, interpersonal futormation seehking and
‘ \ i
giving were measured by items similar to those fer opinion exchange, but

-

asking whether respondeuts were more likely or less likely than others to pgrve
or seek "factual informatiog” about political matters. Respondents in the

voting sub.‘;\‘lmp‘q}%'rv dlso asked how useful, or "helpful™ conversations with
\ Ul
- e
respcected ypersons had been in deciding vhor to vote for; and-whether other
-
pEople or Jspecific media had been their primary source of informatioa, and

'

primary source of influoncu,&in making volting decisions.

Mass media-related attributes included exposure to television ncetwork

news (viéwing a nctwork news program twice a week or more), and LO newspaper

news ‘cogtent (reading a newspapaer mainly for aews ) -
Crcdibility:nttachod‘to newspapers and television was indexed by

asking respondents. vhether they thought each medium was "fair" (or "unfair')

in treatment "of polietical subjects. Depeadence on each medium was. measurcd by

. . .
. . ! . . . .

items. asking whether they counted on newspapdrs ) television, magazines and
& ¢ ’ ; ’ £5a7;

ot
.

radio for information to help ig.votce ‘decision-making. Voters in Nevember were

asked how uscful cach medium had been in deciding upon a candidate, and which
. : . . ‘ . 5
medium had been their primary scurce of information and of influence in

\ . : .

P . )

4 4 : w |

.
LY

-
.

Qo
“
'
\ -
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. -~
choosing a4 candidate , They were also avked whether (\;!::1(()! pogroup of eleven

. 7
eveuts taking place over the campaiyn hld 1ot luenced their vote chdice

Respoudents andicaring that they had been intlucaced by six or more of the

v
! v
events were regarded as being Yhipgh" in reported duf lusnce over the caumpaipgn.
R
[N . )
They were also asked whethen they had-made their final ehoice of accandidate
rrior to or following the start of “"formalized' campaigning at the close of
B .
<. nouwinating convent ions.
- ’
,
! N

Political orientations were indexed by descriptive items reported

previous regcarch (Mendelsohn and O'Keefe, 1976) reflecting

1
the attributes
-listed below in Table 5. A range of demographic attributes described in
: . .
Table 6 were .also measured. ! / o
e .
The analyses revealed several key distinctions anmong the four groups
. 1
which are pertinent to contemporary social influence processes and the
.complementary role of mass media.
) !
2 Lo / v
N, / '
- . \ \-’f*'» -
L\ d
\\
] o> ’
é
, ) .
&
¢ >
- - ' ! \\// ¥
. D ‘
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Nondiscuss Aty wab toy ap over l:..ll the sample, :;mwr‘:ln:l_‘/ shightdy

‘n -

Pess ortented toward wans media than ot e oplnion e tive perspus (T 400

WVhile theit depree of depradence on wedia appear s somen ot Lowk e thas that ot

§ - 3 : : .
oprnLon —actave proups, nowdiscussant 5 wer e nearly as exposced to Mewspapet  and
' .

television news as the act ives, aud uthlived those media over the Carpalygn in

N

close to the same proportions as act ives. ihis, combined with nondiscussonts '
.
considerably lower showing in all dapects ob personal political communicat ions

P « . .
(Table 1), could render them mirch uu)?&> prove to divecet joflucnces fror the

wedia, particularly television, as Robinson has suppested. In fact, they were
rel atively high ir;\f\inj ting having been initlucnced over the campaipa, aad
Likelicst to name television as the prime source of that iniliuwxcv (Table 3).

7 Noudiscussant s p;vdicluhly tollowed a pattern of Tow political involvement
coupled with a certain degree of malaise (Tables Y. Although over halt ot

them voted in the 1972 general election aud they were as Jikely to bo party

Syl
affiliates as the opinion actives, they vxhlbltﬂa§cons1dvrubly less interest in

cand knowiedpe aboui matters politic.  They were more fnciined Lo soc tuemselves
2s politically powerless and alienated, and as a group expressced greater distrust
;

of politicians. Their infrequant political discussions with others were sought

out much more for social purposes than for information or copinion exchange, and”

Lheyyworo the group least likely to be aware of politieal diéngroumunts with
;
relatives or friends.

Nondiscussants were well distrituted over all pe cateporics, with a

tendency toward greater middle age and older representation (Tabled e The

v

elderly were considerably more likely to be inactive. Nearly 40 percent of the

! e
‘nondiscussants had not completed high schuu%, and under 10 percent weord collogpe

-

rraduates.
& .

Opinion seekers looked much like tihe opinion follower protatype
i ( I 7P

. . . I . A . . ..
established by the Columbia rtscarchers, with two main exceptions: (1) Opinion
I -

Al 7

seekers compose  but 20 perceat of the sample, < mach smaller figure than

B

Q ' 9
ERIC 1 |
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tapltied previously, and - () While they made preater use of personal Lources and
R |

N t . 4 .
appeared attected by thom, oprnton scechors were o also e proup hipheat |
(I"P"“(h.”‘-‘. O newnhpapern: dand tedoevinion R S [h!‘y Wele [ihoel test to thame

Television as theiv main sontee ol inforaat ton amd Intlienee vis-a-vis voting

o

decistons. It should be catphasteed that personal contacts were scvcond to

television “albeit distantly so —an the most mamed it luence source, leaving open

speculation as to whether personal ot luence might have played o more prominent
’ . - .
role 1n the pre-television eia.
Opinion sccekers seem most character jeed by active reliance: on all sources

of communication available to tbem, They emphsized learajny as the main

purpose of potitical discunsions, and saw themselves as tntormat ion scekers

\
rather than givers.  In tevas of ther childhood backgrounds, politic | djg-

CULSIoNs wele leoss frequent than tor the other active proups, but on the other

\ ‘
\

hand freedom of discussion was hipgh.
Apart from interpersonal oricntations, opinion sTekers hed wuch 1u common

with 9fﬁdiSCUSSJH[S, but they also differed from t om - having reported less N

@

political disaffection and in having a substantially higher proportion of
younger citizens in thedr ranks.

- s A
The combination of relatively low eductition and political kaouledype and
, i e
_Conhcern, coup.+d with a high sensc of political efficacy and perhaps optimigm

'

@s well as duty to participate, may interact to produce a ¢itizen type not

Quite confident ii political activity and consequently secking pursoacl coitact g
. ¢ v .l . -
to bolster their sense of political competence. Consider also :he substantial

4

uUse of broadcast versus print media among opinion-sceking voters, and their

\ f

decided preference for television as thelr major source for information and S
to a lesser extent for tntluctce. Personal ceontacts could well be soupht {or
” '

Purposes ot amnlirying evaluating or lunterpreting wifat opinion scekdrs have

(&2 ]

10

0. - 12 S
ERIC , | o |
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picked up_from'broadcast‘content, which typically lacks the substance of print

'1mey were rclatiVely low in reporting hav1ng been influenced by events over

: . ; : V4
) "~ the campaign, yet they tended to decidc on candidates later in the campaagn.
- L

. ~ ' «

~
Perhaﬁs interpersonal sources were used more-for oB}nion -based adv1co than

information-based substantiation. g C rj- )
R r . : / S
While only 11 percent of the seekers counted other people as their main
" informationm source, 21 percent counted‘people as their main source of influence.
; S ! ; :

- ) - .. o

This could be particulhrly true for the sizeable younger segment of this group,

the first "TV generation(" AlthouOh women considerably outnumber men here,

this difference substantially diminished w1th1n -the under age 35 cohort S
\ I . . '
suggesting the impact of changing'cultural norm:. pbod . $eX Tu..:S politlﬂally.

Of the two cohorts falling under the traditional "opinion leader"

Tubric, opinion“givers) at first blush have fewer of the characteristics

originally attributed to true leaders than do opinion sharers. Opinion givers

e

vere slightly less poli{ically interested and concerned than sharers, and

reported a greater sense of political powerlessness and élienation, and they
also thought polit1c1ans less altruistic. Hpile more(co]]ege Pradnatpc were

counted in their numbers than in any other group, néarly a thicd of them had N

3

- &

ot completed high school, particularly among the substantial subset of them

v

aged 50 and over. More in keeping with the traditional pattern were findings

that fewer ghan a third of them were under age 35 and that 65 percent of them
\_’-’ - . .

were male.
As for their communication behaviors, they dependéd less upon all mass

media-~with the exception of magazines-~thanmdiq opinion sharers. They also

7

P
reported less usage of newspapers and television over the campaign than did

sharers, but slightly greater use of magazines., However, they tended to
downplay magazincs as their _main source of information or influence, and were
actually sowmewhat higher than opinion sharers in naming interpersonal sources

as the primary influence source. Apparently, while they clearly saw their
& ’ - - - ’ - .
role as one of disseminators of opinions ahd. information, and did not appecar
. . . 4
i e '\* >
as dependent upon other persons, they received soinething in the vay of

+ ~

11ntev'pctsonal advice. in return. .

[:RJ!: v B 13 ' ’
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While there is little evidence here that opinion givers are more Y

v

"generally media-oriented than the other active groups, they could well be

hkki?TOEé privy to more speéialized media‘content, such as that found in magazines.
TH&E;\combined with their heavier exposure to‘newspaper news and their greater
" number of oréﬁﬁizabionalvmeﬁberships, could give them an advantage in access
to more subs};ntive and interpretative forms of political information. Holding
‘ R

such information would.thus increase their value as advisors to others within

the community. The“quality of their communications may override simple

-

4

. ’ ' ..c"":w" B 't p [
~ quantity. Moreover, as Katz and Lazdrsfeld found, the greater political
"experience associated with older age may m7ke them particularly appealing in
e an advisory role, and at the same time less willing (or. able) to seek out

advice from others perceived as less experienced. % ‘.

Opinion sharers impress as the most politically and communigatively .

involved of all the groups. They combine the strongest elements o%»depending
# ~

upon and using a wide range Jf media for politiggl purposes. And, while heavily

N ’

involved in both the give and take of frequent political discussions, they ’ ‘

categorized learning from others as their main goal in such interactions.

However, when media inputs were compared against interpersonal ores insofar
~ - ‘ :

-

as dependenég, usage and sources of information and influence were concertied,
newspapers .and television were the strong favorites. They were decidedly more likely to
-report havinggbeen:jnfluenced by campaign events.

As with opinion seekers, sharers containe in their ranks a high?
“proportion‘offyounger citizens, with nearly half under age 35. Sharers also

contained a higher percentage of persons recalling greater and more open

discussions with parents about politics.
’ A
All in all, oPinion sharers and givers form-two distinct cohorts within

the opinion leadership domain. What is not available from the data set
“ . :
presented here is to what extent and under what conditions the two groups

\

’

-
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interact with opinion seekers. Tentative speculatéon'suggests severq@ possible

é

‘paths of interaction. One is that the age similarity betwcen {seekers and

sharers would wo!k in favor of increased social contact, and that to the extent

Sharers

A

such contact occurs sharers may provide pOllthal advice to seekers.,
could presumably offer seekerg whatever advantages the former s higher

£ } } . .
educatlonal levels may provide, plus 1nputs from their greater print media

>

orientation. Concurreﬁtly, one would expect high lnteraction between sharers

,'/ v
L

themselves, probably more toward the end of. ,sharpening QE% clarlfqug already
»

existing knowledge and- oplnlons. Opinion givers could be in service of both

§parers and seekers, providing advantages of greater polltical)eXpe;ie:ce and

contributions from more specialized print media.

" DISCUSSION ) o \

N

These results suggest a far grealer‘role for the mass media in Boeial.
influence processes than a limited effects model would allow. While the
¢+
measures of media usage and influence utilized here are far from comprehensive

.

and put the burden on the respondent to self-define such terms as media,

"helpfulness and "influence," the fact that significant' numbers of respondents

- -

perceivéd the media as acting upon them at least in terms of the everyday
meanings of the coneépts is noteworthy. Whether "influence" was defined by
the réspondents as implying "reinforcement" or "justification" of decisioes
already reached, cr perhap§ as connoting crystallization or“even conversion,
the results are revealing. A more comprehensive previous study of voter
decision making involving similar items strongly suggested that voters'
self~definitions of Being fnfleenced could include any of the possibilities
mentioned’above,'the 0perat'lVe one beihg dependent upon the stage in the
deeision process in whieh particular voters found themselves (lMendelsohn and

O0'Keefe, 1976).

o . Bk | ~ ‘
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- Nonetheless, mass media orientations played important roles for

v
SN f ’

tespondents regardlecss of théir, opinjon exchange group classifications.

Y

y i * L . . - . v - - i -
Méreover, as Robinson suggests, nondiscussants,* given their relative
- “‘ ( ° Al '
’ isolation from interpersonal political contacts, may be particularly "open"

to media impacts. Howevery personal exchagnge does appear critica% to haviug

“

stronger political orientations and perhaps more positive values concerning v
- _ .

the political system. The lack of interpersonal political exchange among
discussants would seem-to be as contributory to the greater proportions of

politically disaffected individuals within that group as wouid be their

-

sizeable dependence on televiiiOn, as Michael Robinson (1976) has contended.
Socialization factors may ?ave as much consequence for political
communication behavior as for political activity overall. Opinion leaders

recalled having more political dié?ussions in their homés as children, and

N -

opinion seeking behavior appeared linked to the amount of freedom respondents’
L P A
felt as children in discussing political issues- in the home. Subsequent

research needs to addres% extent to which these findings are related to

\ general syndromes of political interest transmitted from parents to children,
N

and the degree to which parent-child communicatién behavior per se may have

a determinant of likelihood of voting among first—time eligible citizens (O'Keefe and
g This paper has not addressed the operational problem of using respondent “lj.
self-repor: measures as indicators of opinion exchange activity.. Such
measures take no account of respondents' perceptual biases vis-a-vis their
communication activities. While there is little reason to suspect that self-
reports of communication behavior are any less valid than sgch ;;ports df
other kinds of political and social behaviors, the interactive nature of the

variables investigated here could well benefit form closer inspection of the

social network processcs betwecn individuals. Greater use of the "snowball"

\
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sampling techniquei\devised for some oftthe earlier Columbia research on

marketing communication and more emphasis on the dyad as the ‘mininum unit
of analysis wou}d\§oubt1ess clarify many of the relatfonships pointed to here
. o .

(cf. Sheingold, 1973). Moreover, focus upon -the dyad, or on even more complex

communication networks, would allow interjection of the kinds of variables

associated with coorientation models, including agreement betwecen interactants,

accuracy of assessmenf/g} one another's views, and perceived agreement levels

‘o
»

. » ‘ &
between interactants., . .
. _ .

N

Also needing exploration is the extent to which changes in the social and

oolitical makeup of the society, as well as in the mass media environment,
] .
have modified social influence processes;' Both Sheingold (1973) and Ball—
/

Rokeach and DeFleur (1976) have suggested that dyring periods of greater

political change and conflict, the more immediate kinds of information gained
n

';by voters during political campaigns may ‘have greater 1mport upon decision

making tban do more traditioral idcological considerations. Sheingold”

~ N

specificall& hypothesizes that the social structural and soZio—psychdlogical
"filtering processes'" delineated in-the Columbia research would figure less .
prominently during such tines, leaving eocial influence processes more focuéed
upon .campaign stimuli and in greater flux. Ball-Rokeach and DeFleur argue that
media efiects would‘be heightened.

How’increased political conflict and change 1impact onn the interactions
between interpersonal and media orientations to effect change in social
influenee processes remains largely an open issue. However, in contemporary
times the media appear to have become an increasingly important conveyor

of political information and inf1§tnce, both for citizens actively engaged in

opinion exchange activities and for those in more passive roles.

~o

z‘ &;y.
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Opinion Exchange Groups

Py 2 I R I b [N

! ) A
Non- Opinion Opinion Opinion
discussants Seekers Givers Sharers
J

b

High Political

Discussion  15%. s 267 47% 51%
Interpersonal
Dependence 22 41 .30 '39
Disc. Function .
Sociability 43 16 25 10
Learning 26 58 34 47
Expression 9 . 6 18 M
BEigh Information .
Seeking 6 , 83 16 E 89
High Information ,
Giving 3 7 66 ' 75
Relatives ’ g
: Disagree 20 26 33 37
-Friends 7 - :
Disagree 15, 24 29 34
Parent's ' , ;
Discussion 16 15 24 29
Parent’'s '}h #_ o o .
. 'Freedom // 44 53 A ' 59 :
()  {1055) T (335)  (161) (237)
"
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table 2. July Mass Media Ofiearations of Opinion

iE){'chauge Groubs

-
(U

AN
S
- N 7*’ -
‘ ’ * . Non- O;iniOn Opinion :Opinion
. . discussants Seekers Givérs Sharers
% C
v }
- .- IV News :
- Exposurg 517% 47% 56% 597
S AL ’ ;
L Newspapgg\ﬁews . '
ExpoSure ‘84 85 ' 92 86
TV Credible = 52 53 53 48
Néwspaper -
Credible 40 31 - 39 35
TV Dependdnce 45 61 54 59
Newspaper ‘ ' .
Dependence 54 70, 60 68
. . £
Magazine ) n
Dependence -13 ] 24 31 27
Leo Radio ) ¢ ‘ - '
Dependence 17 21 24 . 32
~ (NY (1055) (335) (161) (237) .
-
A
8
> » ~
/’V ’
o
&4
\
Q X
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tabic 3. Reported Influence and Time of Decision of

i

Opinion Exchange Groups

- ) & -
o
! ) .
N ./ . .
Non- Opinion Opinion Opinton
discussants Seekers = Givers Sharers
< . "_\ L
{\( . ~.
3
Hi. Reported : . S !
Influence 297 ' 123 167 447
Prefcémpaign - _ :
Deciders 7 ‘ 67 75 76
() (128) CY) (23) (25)
Ry
T e~
A
&y
Y
3
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Table 4. November Mass Media Orientations of Opinion: Exchange Groups

- Non- Opinioh Opinion, Opinion
K - discussants Seekers Givers” . Sharers
. i _
Medium Used for
Vote Decision
- BA ' ’ ‘. . ’
“TV Used : 827 . 85% 877 927%
. N.P. Used 79 ' 68 87 . 92
,Mag. Used - 26 y 38 49 44
Radio Used 53 74 .52 48 - X
- People Used 37 66 61 60
| »
Primary Information ’ -
Source . ,§
' e .
v 557, . 607 527 G L4
{b A. . ‘- .
N.P. i 32 21 .35 40
; .
Mag. 5 4 4 12
Radio 5 % ;\ 0
3
People 3 11 0 4

Primary Influence

Source "
v 597 ¢ 537 43 52% \,\‘\..
x.». 27 17 o0 32
Mag. y L 6 SNy 4 12
Kadio 3 - 4 9 ‘O
People ) 5 | 2] 17 4
W/ am @an’ @3 (25)
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//7 Table 5. Political Orientations of Opinion Exchange Groups
il ! ‘ . ‘
4 9
- ‘ - | t
Non- Opinion Opinion Opinibon
discussants Seekers Givers Sharers
. e : ,
L
B N N
High Political ‘ N . . |
Interest 20% . L ¥27% 52% SA%
High Campaign .
Interest 34 47 66 68
High Political
- Knowledge 16 25 57 66 .
. : / =
High Voting ’ _ /. \;
Concern \ 58 /QELb’;/ g} 83 L
Party- y - / .
Affiliated 70 69 — 73 w73,
Strong Party .
Affiliation 28 - 30 40 34
Voted in '72 51f 57 60 60
High Political )
Powerlessness 42 28 34 29 p
. A
High Altruism N *
of Politicians - 60 61 . 52 62 o
. High Efficacy '
of Voting 82 89 89. 90
High Political N .
Trust 34 44 42 45
. ' ¢
High Politicaf g RS
Alienation ;43 30 35 28
. AN
) (1055) (335) . el . ) (237; '
Lo N A ’ ' f
> / el
- - i S
‘\.' .



Table 6. Demographic Characteristics of Opin%fn Exchange Groups

" - ! Y
Y - - T T s e Tt
. ’ 4
A , | |
Non- _ - Opinion Opinion Opinion
discussants Seekers Civer7? ‘Sharers
b7 a
:
Age 18-35 5% 55%. 327 48
Male NN 47 37 } 65 . 60
. Attended’ “/‘. . 3 - / :
' College -/ 25 Jo 47 45
) T : e
$15,000 + ’ :
Income s 18 22 27 30
o .
Organizad&odal : y
Membership (3+) 10 <15 21 18
-y ) )
T Lenegn ac N
v Res}dencg . _ . . \ . K
(5 yr.+) ° 69 767 76 67
Household ‘ o
‘Size (3+) 64 80 , 65 - 71
. - ' ,
). (1055) ,%Q;a.(%s)( (161) o (237) .
e D
-~ ~ \ , ‘
- \f N
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